Government of the District of Columbia
Office of the Chief Financial Officer
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]
Natwar M. Gandhi I
Chief Financial Officer

April 25, 2005

The Honorable Linda W. Cropp

Chairman

Council of the District of Columbia

1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 504
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Chairman Cropp:

As instructed by the Private or Alternative Stadium Financing and Cost Trigger Emergency Act
of 2004 (the Act), the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) has re-estimated the costs of land
acquisition, environmental remediation, and infrastructure improvements required for the
proposed N Street SE site for the new baseball stadium. On March 30, 2005, I informed both
you and the Mayor that the cost to acquire roughly 13.8 acres of land, remediate the site, and
provide Ballpark-related infrastructure improvements is an estimated $161.3 million, consisting
of:

e Property Costs - $77.1 million

e Environmental Costs - $8.0 million
e Infrastructure Costs - $76.2 million

This estimate includes $11.9 million in contingency for infrastructure expenses and $29.4 million
for moving a sewer tunnel which may not need to be moved.

Some Councilmembers questioned several of the study’s conclusions during our briefing on
March 30. After a thorough review of these issues, nothing has come to my attention that would
warrant alteration of the $161.3 million estimate. The questions raised by Councilmembers
include:

1. How are the property costs calculated?
. Can the study be relied upon as an appraisal of market value?

. Is a property cost of $133 per square foot reasonable?

2

3

4. Does the study include 17 recent property sales?

5. Does the study miscalculate the market value of the land by $6 million?
6

. Are the estimates for eminent domain costs reasonable?
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7. Are costs associated with relocation of existing landowners included?

8. What is the estimated tax loss from the relocation of existing owners?

9. Are the costs of buying out businesses included?

10. Were property owners contacted?

11. Why does the report only include a Phase I Environmental Study?

12. Do the environmental cost estimates include the cost of remediation for public spaces?

13. Will $19.8 million in improvements to the Navy Yard Metro Station be sufficient to
provide safe transport for passengers? .

14. Do the costs of relocating (if necessary) the water and sewer tunnel under the stadium site
include the costs of the tunnel materials and the cost of diverting water flow during
construction?

My office has thoroughly researched the issues raised by Councilmembers, and has responded to
each issue below:

1. How are the property costs calculated?

Market value estimates the most probable price that a willing buyer and willing seller would
agree to in an arm’s length transaction. An “arm’s length transaction” is the standard under
which unrelated parties, each acting in his or her own best interest, would carry out a particular
transaction. The market value is determined by looking for the highest and best use of the
property under current zoning restrictions. The stadium site was recently rezoned from industrial
to commercial and residential. Therefore, the study uses the current commercial and residential
zoning to determine highest and best use.

The scope of the study involved research and analysis of comparable land and building sales
data. Based on the findings, the highest and best use of the proposed stadium site will eventually
be to demolish the structures on the land to allow for redevelopment. As a result, the value of
the vacant land is often higher than the value of the properties with structures on the land. After
determining the highest and best use of the property, the study looks at comparable sales in the
area surrounding the stadium site. The comparable sales are adjusted for differences such as
proximity to the Metro Station, and are assumed to be clean and clear of structures. In order to
determine the market value of individual parcels within the site, the study makes adjustments for
individual characteristics of the site, and deducts the costs of environmental remediation and
demolition.

To compensate the owners of the parcels as if the properties are environmentally clean and ready
for development, and then have remediation and demolition costs incurred by the District, would
cause the District to pay twice for remediation and demolition.
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2. Can the study be relied upon as an appraisal of market value?

The legislation requested that the CFO estimate the total costs of land acquisition. In order to
determine this cost, the land acquisition estimate includes costs to purchase and remediate the
land as well as expenses associated with condemnation of the properties and relocation of
existing owners. The study was conducted to provide an aggregate cost estimate. It was never
intended to be used by the District as the official appraisal in its negotiations with landowners.
Furthermore, our cost consultants were denied access to a number of the parcels within the site.
Due to the complexity of the appraisal process in accounting for environmental contamination,
demolition, interim use value of existing improvements, and added price premiums associated
with potential condemnation, it would be inappropriate to use the report for negotiating or setting
market value on a parcel-by-parcel basis.

The purpose of the study was to provide aggregate acquisition costs for the site. Thus, the study
contains market value appraisals of the individual parcels as an interim step of the overall
analysis, and is to be used by the Mayor and the Council as a part of the decision-making process
in determining the location of the baseball stadium. The Office of Property Management is
currently conducting an appraisal of each of the parcels that will be used in negotiations with
OWnErs.

3. Is a property cost of $133 per square foot reasonable? (see Appendix A)

The proposed site is made up of 63 parcels, each of which has different physical qualities,
existing uses and structures, and environmental remediation issues. Our consultants used sales
of comparable surrounding properties to calculate a “benchmark parcel” within the proposed site.
Each sales price was adjusted for a number of factors including:

Conditions of sale

Time (market conditions at time of sale)

Location (e.g. access and visibility)

Development timing (how quickly the land would be redeveloped given that a zoning
change just occurred)

poe oR

These comparable sales values as adjusted provide the value of the benchmark parcel within the
site. This “benchmark parcel” is assumed to be environmentally clean without any structures,
and could be developed immediately. ’

The unit of comparison in the analysis is not the total square feet of land in a particular parcel,
but rather the square feet of the maximum permitted building area, or floor area ratio (FAR).

The price per square foot of floor area ratio (SF-FAR) reflects the analysis used by typical
purchasers of development land. The study estimates a weighted average “benchmark parcel”
value of $133 per square foot of land at 7.0 FAR. (This means that the maximum permitted
building area is seven times the size of the land.) This equates to $19 per SF-FAR ($133 divided
by 7.0), which, based on expert opinion, assumes 43% commercial use at $15 per SF-FAR and
57% residential use at $22 per SF-FAR.
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4. Does the study include 17 recent property sales? (see Appendix B)

Councilmember Catania asked the CFO to review 17 recent property sales. His office provided
the OCFO with three parcel numbers and 13 property cards from the District’s Real Property
Assessment Database, for parcels within the Near Southeast neighborhood. Although property
cards are an excellent source for “leads” on sale transactions, they cannot be solely relied upon
for analysis.

For example, if a purchaser buys several properties simultaneously to assemble into a single
large parcel, the property cards for each of the original properties typically will reflect the total
purchase price of the assemblage rather than the price of the original parcel. Thus, if property A
and property B in an assemblage of two properties are sold for a total of $3 million, the property
cards for both properties will reflect a sales price of $3 million, which is the total price paid for
the assemblage. On face value, the sum of the sales prices on the cards would suggest a total
price of $6 million, which would be overstating the actual transaction by $3 million.
Additionally, property cards do not reveal buyer and seller motivations, special circumstances or
conditions related to the sale, and numerous other factors that can impact a sales price.

The following is a summary of our research into the 17 sales provided by Councilmember
Catania:

e Two of the sales (sales A and B) were included in the original report as Land Sales #1
and #4.

e One sale (sale C) was very small and was not considered comparable. Consequently, it
was not included in the report.

¢ Four sales (sales D-G) were not considered arm’s length transactions and thus not
considered in the report.

e Ten parcels (sales H-P) were assembled in three transactions and recorded
simultaneously as an assemblage. This sale occurred on January 11, 2005, after the
Council passed the baseball legislation on December 21, 2004, and thus, was not
considered in the report.

For eminent domain purposes, just compensation does not take into account any increase in the
value of the land because of the public investment in the stadium. This approach is consistent
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. §
4651(3) (2005)), which the District follows for land acquisition practices. This approach is also
upheld in the courts. (See, e.g., State of New Jersey v. Town of Phillipsburg, 573 A.2d 953
(1990); Mattice v. State of New York, 391 N.Y.S.2d 271 (1976); and, Board of County
Commissioners v. Kiser Living Trust, 825 P.2d 130 (1992)).

5. Does the study miscalculate the market value of the land by $6 million?

The estimated value of $19.00/SF-FAR represents a benchmark for the overall property value, to
which further adjustments have been applied to account for specific variations among the
individual economic units. Adjustments are made for differences in physical characteristics of
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the properties, including location, street exposure, corner access within the overall stadium site,

and relative size for each individual parcel. Due to the uniqueness of the properties with respect
to street frontage and location influences, two economic units with the same land size may have
different market values.

Based on the total site area of 602,612 square feet, the maximum permitted FAR of 7.0, and the
estimated value of $19.00/SF-FAR, the initial value for a cleared and environmentally clean site
is $80,147,396, before adjustments for individual site characteristics, the net income of the
existing structures for a period of 3 years, the cost of environmental remediation, and the cost of
demolition. This value assumes that all parcels comprising the proposed site are no better or
worse than the benchmark site in terms of physical characteristics (e.g., corner vs. non-corner
location, access/visibility, site shape, etc.). Differences do, in fact, exist among the economic
units comprising the proposed site. Consequently, individual adjustments were made to account
for the physical characteristics of individual economic units relative to the benchmark parcel.

The following schedule summarizes all of the adjustments to estimate the net market value of the
site after it is environmentally clean and cleared of structures.

Gross Add (Subtract) (Subtract) Net
Estimate Upward Environmental | Demolition Market
Adjustments | Remediation Costs Value
Costs
$80,147,396 | $7,069,152 | ($6,327,380) | ($7,206,570) | $73,682,599

6. Are the estimates for eminent domain costs reasonable?

$2.5 million in costs associated with eminent domain have been included in the CFO’s
estimates. Statistics from Maryland, Virginia, and the District indicate that 10% to 15% of all
parcels taken for public use are acquired through the eminent domain process. When parcels are
taken by eminent domain, prices often can include a premium of approximately 10-25% on
average. Since it is impossible to predict beforehand which parcels will need to be taken by
eminent domain, averages must be applied to the entire land value as follows:

Range of Premiums Paid for Parcels Taken by Eminent Domain

10% Premium

25% Premium

Market Value of Land $74,000,000 | $74,000,000
Percent Taken by Condemnation 15% 15%
Subtotal $11,250,000 $11,250,000
Premium Paid 10% 25%
Costs Associated with Condemnation $1,110,000 $2,775,000
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The study incorporates premiums of $2.5 million, which is on the upper end or 75® percentile of
the range. It is also important to note that no eminent domain cases went to trial during the
development of either the MCI Center or the new Convention Center.

7. Are costs associated with relocation of existing landowners included?

Approximately $1 million in relocation costs are included in the CFO’s estimates. Relocation
costs that could be paid by the District include transportation, packing, unpacking, storage,
disconnecting and reassembling equipment, reimbursement of location searches, licenses,
permits and fees, advertisements, and utility transfers. Based on our consultant’s research,
residential owners could receive approximately $16,500 in relocation reimbursements and
business owners could receive approximately $21,300 in relocation reimbursements. In addition,
the market value of the parcels includes 3 years of net income for the properties in their current
uses.

8. What is the estimated tax loss from the relocation of existing owners?

Approximately $627,000 in property taxes will be forgone from current property owners at the
proposed site. There are currently fewer than 15 businesses within the site that generate sales,
use and/or franchise taxes. Because many of the businesses currently located on the site may
relocate to other areas of the city, the net loss of sales, use and franchise taxes is estimated to be
less than $100,000.

9. Are the costs of buying out businesses included?

The costs of buying out businesses are not included, consistent with the Fifth Amendment to the
United States Constitution. In the event a comparable alternate site within current zoning
boundaries in the District is not available to relocate a given business, the District will work with
business operators to find acceptable locations. The additional damages to buy out a business
have been omitted from the analysis.

This approach is consistent with the Fifth Amendment. Courts have long held that losses to a
business or other consequential damage resulting from the intended taking of the real property
under the Fifth Amendment is not a part of the “taking”. Therefore, just compensation is not
interpreted by the courts to include the loss of profits or other consequential damage. (See, e.g.,
+ United States v. General Motors Corp., 323 U.S. 373, 379 (1945); Mitchell v. United States, 267
U.S. 341, 344 (1925); and Sawyer v. Commonwealth, 65 N.E. 52, 53 (Mass. 1902) (explaining
that injury to a business is not an appropriation of property which must be paid for)).

10. Were property owners contacted? (see Appendix C)

Every property owner was notified of the study by certified mail. A number of owners chose to
deny our cost consultants access to their property.
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11. Why does the report only include a Phase I Environmental Study?

The report includes a Phase I Environmental Study. A Phase I study is the first step in the
process, and needs to be completed before a Phase II study can be undertaken. The Phase I study
determines where sample boring must take place during a Phase II study, and provides
reasonable forecasts of environmental contamination likely to be found on the site. A Phase II
study requires the permission of property owners to use invasive methods to drill holes on their
land. Although we did not perform a Phase II study, we did provide a cost estimate for
environmental remediation, which serves as a reasonable estimate for future environmental
remediation costs.

The Office of Property Management will conduct a Phase II Environmental Study as part of its
due diligence in developing the official appraisal, before making offers to purchase the property.
If contamination that was not detected as part of the Phase I study is found during the Phase II
study, the market value of the land can be adjusted downward to account for the additional costs
that the District, or any developer of the site, would need to incur. If the new owner must pay for
environmental remediation of the parcel, the land becomes less valuable.

12. Do the environmental cost estimates include the cost of remediation for public spaces?

The $8 million environmental remediation cost estimate includes $1.7 million in costs for public
spaces. This estimate is shown as economic unit 34 in the report. The public space on the site is
about 5.5 acres and includes streets, alleyways, rights of way, and a parcel of 1and located at the
southeast corner of the site.

13. Will $19.8 million in improvements to the Navy Yard Metro Station be sufficient to
provide safe transport for passengers?

$19.8 million in improvements to the Navy Yard Metro Station will expand the capacity of the
station to accommodate approximately 15,000 people per hour. According to WMATA,
passenger flow will be moderated by the escalators, and platform capacity will not be an issue
for passengers. Eleven to twelve trains pass through the station in each direction in the course of
one hour. Trains have the capacity to move 32,000 people per hour, which is more than double
the station capacity. In addition, the District Police and Metro Police are well trained and
accustomed to handling large crowds to ensure that passengers are safely transported, as is
evident during celebrations on the National Mall and current baseball games at RFK stadium.

14. Do the costs of relocating (if necessary) the water and sewer tunnel under the stadium
site include the costs of the tunnel materials and the cost of diverting water flow during
construction?

The CFO’s estimates include the costs of the materials necessary to build a new water and sewer
tunnel. The hard costs for the tunnel, including backfill lining, steel lining, and backfill shafts,
are estimated at $2,745,000. These materials are available in the United States. Soft costs of
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30% and design costs of 25% for the tunnel are added to this amount. This amount is part of an
overall cost of $29 million to build a new tunnel. If a new tunnel needs to be built, the old tunnel
will continue to be used until the new tunnel is built. As a result, there will be no need to divert
the water flow during construction.

As I stated above, after a thorough review of all issues raised by the Council, nothing has
come to my attention that would warrant alteration of the $161.4 million estimate for the costs
of land acquisition, environmental remediation, and infrastructure improvements required for the
proposed N Street SE site for the new baseball stadium. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Enclosures

Distribution List

Anthony A. Williams, Mayor, Government of the District of Columbia
Councilmember Carol Schwartz (At-Large)

Councilmember David Catania (At-Large)

Councilmember Phil Mendelson (At-Large)

Councilmember Kwame R. Brown (At-Large)

Councilmember Jim Graham (Ward 1)

Councilmember Jack Evans (Ward 2)

Councilmember Kathleen Patterson (Ward 3)

Councilmember Adrian Fenty (Ward 4)

Councilmember Vincent Orange (Ward 5)

Councilmember Sharon Ambrose (Ward 6)

Councilmember Vincent C. Gray (Ward 7)

Councilmember Marion Barry (Ward 8)

Robert Bobb, Deputy Mayor and City Administrator

Alfreda Davis, Chief of Staff to the Mayor

Arte Blitzstein, Budget Director, Council of the District of Columbia



Appendix A

A ————————
LAND SALES SUMMARY TABLE

Property Name Proposed Use
Property Address Sale Date Land Land Sale Zoning Sale Site Condition
i i Coaditions of Sale Buyer Seller
1 1100 8. Capitol Street, SE 772012004 $4,807,167 0.56 24394 $197.06 Unknown $30.32 Parking lot NA 1100 South Capital LLC The Green Door LLC > Supetior location / access / exposure
Square 698, Lot 814 108412 C3-C Comer location > Superior proximity to Mctro
65 > Shorter developmesnt horizon
2 1333 M Street, SE 2/28/2003  $2,110,000 093 40,580 $52.00 Mixed Use $8.67 Impeoved st sale, None 1333 M Street SELLC Support Terminals Operating > Inferior sccess / exposure
Square S of 1048, Lot 1 31567 M demo required Partoership LP > Inferior proximity 1o Metro
60 Corner location > Inferior zoning
3 Fedenl Gateway Two 17772002 $3,100,000 033 14318 $216.51 Office Building $33.31 Improved st sale, None Square 769, LLC Richard C. Pelicsmo (Trust) > Superior location / sccess / exposure
212 M Street, SE (ska 250 M Sireet) 02377 C-3-C price inclodes buyer's {c/o William C. Smith Co.) (c/a Shell Oil Company) > Superior proximity to Metro
Square 769, Lot 21 6.5 remed. & demo costs > Shorter development horizon
Comer location
4 20 M Street, SE 4/52001 $3,345,000 0.51 n312 $149.92 Office Building $23.06 Vacant land Seller Financing  Southcast Realty, LLC (Lemes Enterprises) 20 M Sireet Partnen, L.P. > Superior location / access / exposure
Square 698, Lotz 1, 2, 3, 20, 804, 805 32849 C-3-C Corner location (c/o Colonisl Parking) > Superior proximily to Metro
65 > Shorter development horizon
5 250 Street, SW 3/197200t $260,000 0.0§ 2,138 $121.61 Hold for dev. $40.54 Vacant tand None F. D. Graylon, Inc. Mohsmmad S. Pervez, et al > Inferior proximity to Metro
Square 653, Lot 75 31403 oML Mid-block location > Inferior zoning
3.0 > Shortes development horizon
6 Federal Galeway 9/18/2000  $6,500,000 o 31,905 $203.73 Office Building $31.34 Improved at salc, Ansemblage Squarc 742, LLC MM Willism Martin > Superior locstion / access / exposure
1100 New Jersey Avc., SE (fka 140 M Street, SE) $/24/2000 C3-C price includes buyer's of 3 parcels 807 H Street Associates > Superior proximity to Metro
Square 742 2/7/2000 65 remed. & demo costs Amell Corporation > Shorter development horizon
85268 Site locations vary
7 80M Sireet, SE 2/2272000  $5,500,000 104 45,147 $121.91 Office Building $18.75 Vacsnt Land None Spaulding & Slye Services, L.P. 80 M Tracks, L.P. > Superior locstion / sccess / exposure
Square 699, Lot 28 18087 C3-C Full block, frontage > Superior proximity to Metro
65 on four streets > Shorter development horizon
New York Ave. Metes Land Sales - Commercial
8 40 Patterson St, NE 12/20/2004  $3,200,000 0.59 25,526 $125.36 Office Building $19.29 Improved with t-story None Forty Patterson Street, LLC HAC, Inc > Slightly superior location
Square 672, Lot 253 83444 c3-C clinic, demo required > Superior proximity 1o Metro
65 Mid-block location > Shorter development horizon
9  Constitution Square (fks Capitol Square) 9/15/2003  $53,000,000 694 302,429 $175.25 Office Complex $26.96 Vacant lsnd None Square 711 Developer, LLC First & M Street Investing Company, LLC > Slightly supcrior location
100 M Sireet, NE 118084 C3-C Comer location, {(c/o The John Akridge Companics) (c/o Pennrose) > Superior proximity to Metro
Square 711, Lot 160 65 frontage on 3 strects > Shorter development horizon
10 4-76 New York Avenue, NE 173172003 $15,000,000 2407 94,358 $158.97 Hold for Dev. $24.46 Vacant fand Related patties  Cayre Jemals Nick, LLC New York Avenue Gatewsy, LEC > Superior location / access / exposure
Square 670 17394 C3-C Full block, frontage /o Douglas Development Co. c/o D.F. Antonelli > Shorter development horizon
65 on three strects
(triengular)
Near SE Land Sales - Residential
1L Jenkins Row Condominiums 107122004 $16,500,000 211 92,040 $179.27 Residential Dev. $51.22 Improved at sale, Assemblage Jenkins Row LP (JPI) Futher Flannigan's Boy's Home snd > Superior localion / access / exposure
1391 Pennsylvanis Avenue, SE 142498 C-2-B demo required of 2 parcels Elvesu Three, LLC > Superior proximily to Metro
Square 1045, Lots 132-137,034-839 142502 3s Comer location > Shorter development horizon
12 Capitol Hill Tower 71772000 $4,092,500 0.45 19,746 $20726 Residential dev. $31.89 Improved of sale, Assemblage NJA Development Partoers (Valhat Co) LP Mary & Dsnlel Loughran Fodin. And > Superior location / sccens / exponue
148 L, Swrect, SE 1472000 Cc3-C demo required New Jerscy Avenue LP > Superior proximity to Metro
Square 741 66806 6.5 Carner location > Shorter development horizon
13 1343-1349 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE 2312000 $8,119,000 203 £8,280 $91.97 Boys' home $26.28 Improved, w/ three Assemblage Fatfier Flannigan's Boys’ Home Boel, LLC > Superior location / access / exposure
1320 Potomac Avenue, SE 14426 & 14427 C-2-B 2-story bidgs., demo Potomac Capitol Hill Corporation > Superior proximity to Metro
Square 1045, Lots 127, 129, B17, 818, 828, 836, 837, 840, 841 3.5 required > Shorter development horizon

Comparison tg Subject Property




Appendix B

SALES DATA PROVIDED BY CITY COUNCIL

Comments:

This transaction is Sale #1 in our analysis. The sale price in our report differs slightly from the tax records. The variance of $197.06/SF vs. $197.47/SF ($30.32/FAR vs. $30.38/FAR)is not material fo the analysis.

Property Name Proposed Use
Property Address Land Land Sale Price Zoning Sale Site Condition Conditions
Sale Date Sale Price F Permitted FAR Price / FAR Site Location of Sale Buyer Scller Cotmparison to Subject Property

A 20 M Street, SE 4/5/2001 $3,345,000 0.51 22,312 $149.92 Office Building $23.06 Vacant land Seller Southeast Realty, LLC 20 M Street Partners, LP. > Superior location

Square 698, Lats 1, 2, 3, 20, C3-C Comer location financi (Lemer {c/o Colonial Parking) > Superior proximity to Metro

804 & 805 6.5 > Shorter development horizon

Comments: This transaction is Sale #4 in Deloitte's analysis. A total of six parcels were acquired for the indicated sale price of $3,345,000, with a total land area of 22,312 SF. It is possibie that the Council misunderstood this sale,

as Lot | appears in the assessment records with the total sale price paid for all six parcels.

B 1100 8. Capitol Street, SE 8/5/2004 $4,812,500 0.56 243N $197.47 Unknown $30.38 Parking lot NA 1100 South Capital LLC The Green Door LLC > Superior location

Square 698, Lot 814 C3.C Comer location (c/o Lawrence L. Ruben Co.) (c/o Leonard Greenberg) > Superior proximity to Metro

6.5 > Shorter development horizon

seller's price i_-_!_: _-n.‘?_.::._u an appraisal or market rescarch, because they could not afford to relocate their business. This purchase price reflecis a special motivation of the buyer, and is not a good indicator of market value.

C 919 New Jersey Avenue, SE 11/3/2004 $235,000 0.02 Ey2] $269.19 Hotd for dev. $41.41 Improved at sale, None Square 738, LLC Unkpown
Square 738, Lot 16 C-3.C demo required (c/o William C. Smith Ca.) > Rejected as comparable due to size
6.5
Comments: This i P the of a vacant row house. The buyer indicated that an assemblage is planned. The purchaser also =x_:8.n._ 9-. the nearby Capito! Hill Tower project (1 block southeast) received
pproval for an i density of 10.0 FAR, which set a pr and impacts d per's jons for the i di d. A 10.0 FAR for this site would equate 1o a sale price/FAR of $26.92.
D 1029 New Jersey Avenue, SE 1/14/2004 $675,000 0.05 2,142 . $315.13 Continued Use N/A Industrial building Purchase Hailu Tekicberhan & Meseret Degefu DACO Corporation > Sale was considered in our original highest and best usc analysi
Square 740, Lot | C-AC Corner location by tenant {c/o Hailu Tekleberhan/HTT, Inc.) (c/o George Cokonis) > Impacted by exigent buyer motivation
6.5 > Building sale, not relicd upon in estimation of land value
> Rejected as not comparable due 1o shove
Comments: This i the p ofan i 1 building by the tenant. The buyer had leased the property for several years prior to purchase, and will continue to occupy the building. The buyer indicated that they paid the

E 1029 New Jersey Avenue, SE

buyer is now offering the property for sale at a substantially higher price. This purchase price reflects a special motivation of the buyer, and is not a good indicator of market value.

Square 740, Lot |
Comments: Dupli of D (above), d twice.
F 156 L Street, SE
Square 741, Lot 812
Comments: Transferred with G, see below.
G 156 L Street, SE 10/28/2004 $220,000 0.02 840 $261.90 Redevelopment $40.29 Improved with 2-story N/A Jin Huang Kyu H. & Mi Y. Kim > Sale was considered, not relied upon in our analysis
Square 741, Lots 812 & 19 (70+770) C-3-C retail bldg, demo
6.5 required
Comer locstion
Comments: This i the of 1 retail building. This property is the final holdout in the land assembiage for the Marriott site. The adjacent hotel was under construction at the time of salc, and the

Square 743N, Lots 816,817,
823,44, 46,47 & 57

Comments:

H  New Jersey Avenue Assemblage 1/11/2005

$2,984,800 024 10,569 $282.41 Redevelopment $43.45 Parking lot Assemblage  NJA Associates LLC Unknown
C-3.C Mid-block location (The Donohoe Companies, Inc.)
6.5
This was not at the time Deloitte concluded market research. This is one of three that d in the blage of 10 parcels at the Navy Yard Metro station.

A total of seven parcels were acquired in this transaction for the indicated sale price of $2,984,800, with a total land area of 10,569 SF.

> Sale data not available at the time of our analysis
> Closed subsequent to announcement of stadium




SALES DATA -.-I.=°<-UHU BY CITY COUNCIL

Comments:

Cumulative representation of Sales H throngh P. It is most appropriate to evaluate the three assemblage salcs based on the total acquisition cost and the total site area, which is the perspective of a typical developer.

Property Name Proposed Use
Property Address Land Land Sale Price Zoning Sale Site Condition Conditions
Sale Price Permitted FAR Price / FAR Site Location of Sale Buyer Seller Comparison to Subject Property
— e —
1 New Jersey Avenue Assemblage
Square 743N, Lot 817
Comments: Transferred with H, see above.
J  New Jersey Avenue Assemblage 1/11/2005  $1,500,000 0.10 4,437 $338.07 Redevelopment $52.01 Parking lot Assemblage NJA Associates LLC Unknown > Sale data not available at the time of our analysis
Square 743N, Lots 818 & 23 C-3-C Mid-block location (The Donohoe Companies, Inc.) > Closed subsequent to announcement of stadium
6.5
Comments: This was not fe at the time Deloitte concluded market research in 2/2005. This is one of three ions that d in the of 10 parcels at the Navy Yard Metro
station. Two parcels were ired in this ion for the indicated sale price of $1,500,000, with a totsl land area of 4,437 SF.
K New Jersey Avenue Assemblage
Square 743N, Lot 823
Comments: Transferred with H, see above.
L New Jersey Avenue Assemblage
Square 743N, Lot 44
Comments: Transferred with H, see above.
M New Jersey Avenue Assemblage 1/11/2005  $1,707,491 0.03 1,401 $1,218.77 Redevelopment $187.50 Parking lot Assemblage  NJA Associates LLC Unknown > Sale data not available at the time of our analysis
Square 743N, Lot 45 C-3-C Mid-block location (The Donchoe Companies, lac.) > Closed subsequent to announcement of stadium
65
Comments: This ion infi was not at the time Deloitte concluded market research in 2/2005. This is one of three ions that d in the of 10 parcels at the Navy Yard Metro station.
N New Jersey Avenue Assemblage
Square 743N, Lot 47
Comments: Transferred with H, see above.
O New Jersey Avenue Assemblage
Square 743N, Lot 46
Comments: Transferred with H, see above.
P New Jersey Avenue Assemblage
Square 743N, Lot 57
Comments: Transferred with H, see above.
[Cumulative rep tion of Sales H through P
H-P New lersey Avenue Assemblage 1/11/2005  $6,192,291 0.38 16,407 $377.42 Redevelopment $58.06 Parking lot Assemblage  NJA Associates LLC Unknown > Sale data not available at the time of our analysis
Square 743N, Lots 816, 817, 44, C-)C Mid-block lecation {The Donohoe Companies, Inc.) > Closed subsequent to announcement of stadium
46,47 & 57,818,823 & 45 6.5
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Appendix C — Contact List for Property Owners
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1. Capy of Certified Lettar is atached.

the field visit.

t, if them wewe no improvements, ohserving the premises from the

perimeter. In cases whire o afiempt was mode, we were instrucied by the owmer's legal counsel to not ingpect the properiy prier in

2. Adtempi consist of personally knocking on the dear of improved properties, o

3. For the environmental inspections, n'a means ft the envirnmental tem. was unable te make contact




